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; Eﬂucatian serviée :equirements mandated by Public Lav
94-142 ana ‘Section 504 of the 1973 Vocational Rehabilita* on Act
emphasize the need for interorganizational relationships i rural
schools,. A survey of 43 special educatien cooperatives and 32
‘districts in 17 states indica‘es that by the 1979-B0 acadeaic year
97% had developed interagency agreements to facilitate :a free, .
app*apriatgspublic education for rural hanaicappeﬂ studernts. While
regionalized rural sédrvice delivery allows a greater range of special
services to be provided at greater cost effectiveness by fever o,
personnel, regionalized special education often results in arguments
over locus of dec¢ision-making control, tpe location of the unit, -
-rersonnel choices, loss of cgmmunity pride and ownership in programs,
and higher transportation casts.,Data on interagency collabor on .
gathered during 1980- 81 by a telephané ‘survey of fepresentatlves of
100 federal. agencies. national professional organizations and
federally funded -handjcappéd regional proiects reveal that role
clarification  i8 ‘essential’ among all invalvea agencies, "turf" issues
must be resblved at national levels, . internal agency plans as well as
a systematic national plan and ‘central leadership are needed, and
resource constraints and lack of communication between local and -
feﬁsrai agencie; are concerns. (NEC)
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. A REPORT REGAPD;HGféuTERAtEa::! CDLL?AEQRAﬂDN TO FACILITATE
} ;is FDR RURAL . BANDIQAPPED STUDENTS*

l:l.atlves fcu: Interagengy Cs:llal:m;at;cn

L.r‘?-;;_% ;

Nat;analf Il‘ll

¢ A variety of Eubf

.C and private agencies musl: be involved in pro-

e vlding Eerv:u:as—ta—h

1974 Rand Cnrg;arat;an .rgpt:rt concluded that the present sefvice de-

1ivery' system was fraug}

gatmn rega:t detailecl

o pe:sans frc;m agem::y tt: ,geney with many 'persons not receiving&naeded

‘ser&rices or recéiving 8 rvices only after exasgg:ating dlffit:ult:.es.'

A 1978 Study of the Office 'of the Comptroller General .f thEEUnlteg’

. ! g .
States found (1) |i Qliéa tion f services ‘?na competition between

*agem:ies-, (2) "iasted zesaurces, (_3)- barriéts ' obstructing service

T

-+ access, and (4) i:radequate services (R@senau, QEG)_

'ditapped éhildren and thELZ families. :Zet; a

gt with iﬂcrdinite ccmglexlty. A GAO investi-

':ﬁss ineffiéieney and shuffling of ha::dﬁicappaaf

The Second Annual Rgggrt to t:‘cmg ess on - the Implémenga;ién of

PL 94~142 (lQBI) Qf the U.S. ‘office of Speclal’Eausatlgn (0SE) deter-

nﬁnéﬂ a.m:the: majar prc:blém to be assertai_ning whlch EL‘QQIEJE will pro-

'« vide or pay far a given sarvice and under what ccméit;-:ns. For ex-

' amgle. many gtate s;atutes prnhibit an agency Err_m us:mg state funds

tt: pay for §ﬂ1335 if aﬂcéher p;blic or prlvat;e agency could caver

El

e o R EL e St e e g B S S

. #

#

tianal agem:ies 'in such states eil:har withd:ew or diminlshed servmesi

j\

such éervic_es_ 'Gnthe premise ri;?hat under EL 9%!142, a state educaﬁigﬁ ‘

agency. wgs makmq certain servicds ﬁgéne:élly availéblé,“ nanaeduc;a*_‘

T
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) Un;te::l Stal: Senat:é a:ndﬁguse Subt:qmmittee cﬁrers;ght haaring:é on
: PL 94—142 have Pfgvided a ma]ﬂr scund;.ng bc:a:a for :epresentatl\res c:f

’éansumér and advccacy g:a’ups'ané sarvit:e agencles. Cme s:;f t’:he lt:en
mnst frgquent],y citéd tQPLES ;n tha hearings was ;ntpragengy ::glla‘hé—

rat;an. (Frm Liais:m Eulletin, (Sugplamént), ﬁj;v- 17 197§,,p.1b115he§

_by EASQE, Inc., ﬁaathingtcm, DC.)

- - o - B B B 7:7_ . . _ . -, ' : i
" The Interagency Collaboration Primer of the .Regional Resource

Geﬁte;: Task Force on ifﬁ;ei:‘agency Cgilabafatiﬁ;n (19'7§)~re1atéd—that

federal and staté aff;ces reargan;zad after the abnve% lnqulflés and i :

- 4 13 =L
rép@rts in an effaﬁ: ta mprt:ove semce deliverg* x;@aréinatlcn. After
falll:m!up studies iﬂdicated thtle ?img;:memnt as a result c:f reorga-

€ i\ == % =

1

nization effaft:, a feﬂeral ;ntéragency initia‘i:‘ive was laun:hed; This
%

- ., ™ # ;L .
initiative :mcl;ded l;ay agreémentg bétwees major agencies Ercv”j:.ding

i’fg to hanaiicappac} children” and yt;uth [wi_th ;geéifie_ roles and
L . S

'respansibiljtiés of agencies cl ':Ei.é;d'- -The. agreements were to serve
as pfatzgh,ypes for subsequent agfeements at the state and local levels

v;that more cléarly spg::lf;.ed programmatm and monetary responsibilities

- =

for dlffefent agencie‘s prcwiding services.r

OSE's Seccnd Annual Report to C.‘Dngréss (1981) tie,taiied inte

b .

*

' A : 34 = ! y 5 i = = = 0 .
agency coordination+as a major administrative function of the agency.

i

OSE has alsc
collaboration An delivering sérviges. ' ‘ -

; ; .

veloped pa;cy ‘statements éxglaining haw certain pragrarrg may legally

cgantinue t@ p:‘mriée gservices a;ui how the varicus agencies ma‘y approp-

de gfféri;s to encourage innovative gragtic:es leading to

axample, the OSE and other federal agencies have jointly de- -
! xat ;

_—

riately collaborate. Evar:y récent maja: piece c:f 1egislatigm deallng ’

with the haindicaégéd h#s contained some pravis;gns for-the lntegfat..mn
) L] L . .- K e .

% - .

g - : ) -



-_ar caardinatian ciF services as;gss maj%r agem;ies.—

the Department of Edueatj.an ami thé aEti\fitlEE cf

L

\E'ﬂia fa:fna'tioﬁ _ijf

h

the Task Force on

"_Equal Edm:atlanal Dppartunity for Han icapged Ehlldren created in 1980

oA

substantially im;reasad ctmrdinat;an ni enfnfcement éf PL 94—142 and

‘‘gection 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
Y

L3

4
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" .tive and hgislativéirshigles more freguently.

. - \!,;l . _g;' 4

'I'he 'S’Eété c:f the Art" af Interagency Ccllabcrat,lan

I’Schaals T . el

Incréasingly .scarce . ragpurces ami aﬂd;tiaﬁal educat.:,r:n serv;u:e

:eqqi ements m:;datecl by E‘ublit: ‘Law Sé—léz (PL 94—;42) ami Sect;c:n 504

- 'of ‘the Vocational Rehabilitation Act have emphasized the need for

e

interorganizational relationships in. rural gehcéis + The current

B

ganséf?ativeéra:,and anticipated federal eutbécks may make iﬁtaraéenéy,

(-

t:nllaharatz,an at the lac:al level even more ynperatlve. ic‘fﬁé%g “the |

!nat;c‘;n, staté leval ta;: redm:tian initlatiires and greups of t;cmstl,tu-f .

ents’ and legisatafs are demanding evidance, af nan-duplicat;an befa;e :

appfgving - new and cam:—inuing appropriations for services. Ganaumers

are aemanciing'méré of service iéli@g:g systems and are using litiga-

&

& =

"C)ng irony of current mandates fa:é .interageney collaboration to

o
-

amid dupli:atien i.s t.hat rapetitian Qf Eervicé% has seldam been a

LY
p’:ﬁ‘@blem in grural areas. Ra.t,haf; rural sch@als have genarally ehasen

t:: share infamatian, funds,’ clients, staff pr:ograms, facilities, and

“E

equ! j;*nt in ,attemgts to adaresa severé gaps in ae:vice ael;\fa:y
p = A

&

systems. S-ame sm’all d;str;cts have formed callabarat ve r;zganlza—

i

. tional gtmr;tures solely be;:ause of the pravislan of PL 94=142 sreci-

Sef\?‘lcé dellvefy systems ngav‘e:, the- gajc:r :easuns for rural inte:—

F
agency ccaperatian have clearly ﬁ:cuged on scar::ity of needed re-

]
sources. vissa—bls mreai;r;-fat;c éémplexityg
T . | H 4 .
_ Congressional mandates for equity for handicapped populations in-

i

cluding . the Elemé-ltafy and Seeanda:y Eﬂucatien Act (ESEA), PL 94-142 .

and Sectiim 50-1 are clearly m:ﬂ: ‘being met in rural areas. Twenty Eiéi.‘s

cent of all n;ral pnpulatians live in pave;ty‘ " The percentage af

'-_9
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:u:al schml.-age child;an m:t anqllga in any schaal represents -a

.

m;nr-enrcllmnt. J.ate of naaﬂy twi::é th.at of urban areas.

It has been -

,fnéieateﬂ that thg e::tant of . hmﬂiﬁ&gging n:and:.tj.cns is. prapcrtiﬁn!

ately 1grger :Ln ru:a;l. than in urban areas and that rural s:hanls have

2

v the Jargest unserveﬂ spa-:'i.al nee:ls g:gulatian {OSE F_tu,:’*al Special

~ Educgtian ngk E'arce Rgp:rt:, ;[.979; _Hatj,@nal Institﬁte (:f Edueatian,

-

- F

1975; aelgef 1geo)i o v

r

P:@lems of a:ganizing ta “deliver rural sﬁe_ciali education ser—

vices rela_té t@n the basic ggnericudiffjiculty of rural ai‘fst;‘ié:t?sﬁ@w

to provide economical;® sﬁe%ialiggd- programs in small school units.

!‘The cost par unit of speciali-zéd services :Lé ‘higher .in rural areas

*

‘than in u:ba,n areas due ta 1335 gafassianal resaug:ea availabla;

transp:srl;atian ha:zlgrs, ami athar rural attributes.

=

Altmﬂgh ;111:;1 commnities devote more t;ﬁf- theif -resources to
$ . .

_education than their urban counterparts, the Coleman Report (1966)

_in,dicaﬁeﬂ ru:al educational achia;veént was s_ignifiéantly lower than

= s s e 2

~ urban. A Hati;:na:!. School Board Association ’sxj:vey, assessing costs

of eﬂucati.ng handicapped ::l;ilti;:gn aéearﬂing to the mndétes of E!EL'

94-142 found that small school districts had experienced the sharpest

increaséé‘ﬁ! in spécial education costs of all u.$. districts (Bducation

F

af the Handil:agg El’une 20, 1979).

-

5y

¢

‘Educational c:allahﬂrativas have heen viewed as a ueans by ‘which |

‘ fiilral'.sghgals and ﬂistffit‘:;'tag can share specialized humaﬂ, miterial, and

technical resources wi thout consolidating. It has generally been

. possible fp:ﬁ collaboratives to maintdin a service ér;enkatian rather

. than. overemphasizing' regulatnry {ifun'v;tiang. ) According to Mack &

Stephens (1979), special di éict@ilgatianal service agencies such as

'



state—mandaf:ed ED&:% ar Eennsyivama IEJS have made sign;flcant con-

s

tfibutlans of ;:::Dgraﬁ ami services tn Eublie 1m:al eﬂucat;an agenqles

iLEAs)_
' ' s .
Spe;:lal eﬂm::atlcm has Een a geﬂmnant ct:rm:Eﬁ: ‘of and ‘;Easan

I -
1 lat;cms s;Etlfy that any

-:qu hurgeaning mnperat;ves ' PE 94—142 ‘

\

LEA unahle ta @al;fg for a $7 SGD \allecatlgn {based on the mmber of

i
hand:.cagpgi ehllten semd) will reee;ve ne. p@s;tl:rnugh funﬂs This

ﬁnﬂa‘te_has— stima Eﬁ ﬁ ivelapient nf ?agit:ms tyg-Es nf cansartla_‘

to prcﬁ;ﬂe slkf-lﬂ. servit:gs. JL -1,979 Eatlﬂnal ‘Institute of Education

=

(HIE)—fnnnkd stndy af education service agenﬁles dis:ernﬁ that: - (‘1)

special education was a un;\wés\al priority of all agem:l&a m:veye:’l

and (2) over ungﬁthlzﬂ of all a'penﬂlm:es of al]. the t@ related

t:!: sggc;al Eﬁagatian,. :[;1 Eat:t, Ep&l:lil a:im::atian si;aff egnst;tuteﬂ
ﬁ,ei:lg one half tmtqrtal st;ff; of all agem:ies (!!alet & Stephens.
1979) . B I | | - |

While :eg;mal;;eﬂ service &Elﬁrery ‘has allm ‘a greatér range

of spetzlal aﬁeatim and related gem::es to be provided with fewer

'persnnﬂel than mlﬂ be -the case ihEﬁ affe:al by individual d;str;cts,

L]

special . edn:atl,m has f;ften mlﬁeﬂ in arguments over the locus of

dec;isiansi’-aking control, the location of.the anit, ge:saﬁnel choices,

i lass-x:f mmty ﬁiﬂeand ownership in grs;gra!ﬁ. and higher trans-

_Pgrtatu;n costs (Eﬂugat:um ﬂf the Eanﬂ;;@ped Juﬂe 20, 1979). . (

7

Centralizeqd Eerﬁlcas have fr@éntly amplified hlssmg QIC&b]_EES,V

Saiiﬂ:js accrued from séﬁing larger numbers of Ebjﬂénts ha?é safnetimés

By

beEﬂ negatm by g:eatér @sts of tra,ggp::rtatmn, more drivers and

"fuel, and Eaﬁte.‘ bus degr's ~iation (Sﬁlu:fg 1979); L

-i

t"fq - ' * : , . -, 1

E;illﬂb:fitiﬁ have :iefi.:u,tgl;' not foé:éﬁ panaceas. - Régiagalizsﬂ )

Dk
=
.
-
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'.Dglivery Systems Eeft:ra and_ After Passage Qf P 4;14; . s:cndggted;- ,by

the C!'EE=funded Nati::na;' Rural Résearch and “Persohnel Preparation
s o T B . . v R
" Project (NRP) addressed several strengths and concerps regarding -the
: -4 e ) o . iv. . B . B . . : B ; .-" . - . )

functioning of ,r:u::al sgecial eiut:’atiz:n -.cooperatives and interagency
agreements (Helge, \lBED). Farty—three spec;ial education caagératlves :
' and 32 axstr/ir-ts in 17 states were mv::lvea in the stuég

Almost all (57%) Qf the LEAs/ccageratlves gapplﬁ had develﬁped!

=

-1nterageney agréenénts to Eacilltate a free, appraprlate publlc educa-".

i

t;cm far fural handicapped stuaents. These ag:eements uere H.‘Lth!

Vag‘ene;gs that varied fram EEntal health. Eublxc health, and law en-

|3

farcement agenr_ies to univefsities and pzivate faunﬂatxcns_' Previ-

_ ~ ously unavailable services such as phyg:,c:—_al. and e;:eg;gaf;mnal theéapy

had been made available in many rural ‘districts/cooperatives at no
,cnst to families via such interagency agreements.

Interagen@ agreemants made by eaaperativea had increased from 7%

éf_ the é@@pe:aFives ‘having such a’greements before PL 94—1’42 to élmét

7 nnEchifa (2'9%) by Ehe 19793'30 ac;aﬂémic ,jéar."' Hany cagpefat ' . »
r&f;e%vad senrices -/from ne:.ghbnrlng lm;al districts -as well ag: “from ' X
sncial ‘service. and private placgent ageneie.ﬁ;. '

Table 1 khelmf, illu,st’:at:es ¥the types; of, interagency irm:ivement

’ before ami after passagee. af PL 94‘—3142 . Such agreements were identi-
:Eiei as essentlal ;n p:mrid;ng re.lateﬂ and suppaft; service-g in sparse-
='.>1.f pop;lated _;aceas with Scarce prnfessianal resources. ,This Hafs )
esmc;ally true in prwid_l.ng for students Hlth low ;n:;dem:a hand1= ' e
caps. Incteased interagenr:y agr&ements were repﬂrted to be partially .
. respons;bie for the a\;erage mc;-ease of 32% (between 1975 and JBBQ) in

" the number of studem;s identlf;.ed anﬂ geﬂedi ) o R .




i , « - 8
% , o © TABLE 1
Tgpeg af\ Intéragen;y Imralvement Before. and ‘
y. -After Implementat;an of EL 94- 142 * -
v _Eéf@fé - After él?ergent
. -~ «PL 94-142 PL 94-142 . Change
. v: i» o N o S o i .,,(

‘Mental Health & C:ﬁpfehengiva ‘B““ o . :

- Care Agencies. . . - ..  25% ' 48% . +§2%*

' Vocational Rehabilitation B.genc:ies . 07% _ 17% +1473%*

» _Resj,dential Placement Agencies . 09%. | 11 - +22% .
“'Speial Service Agencies — 21s ©25%  +19% o .
Law Enforcemert Agencies c . 07% . 09%° - . 429% ‘.
Eubh.c: flealth’ and Professional ~ \ ’

‘Medical Agencies T 19% To13w L =32% o
Pamily & Child SEfv;ce Agencles 08% C13% - - +63% L e
' Cooperatives - _ . 07% 29% ‘+314% ' -
Head Start Agencias : 03s . 04% . 33% .
Universities . I 0% . - 05% LA A \
Ernraté Faundatix:ns . 0% . 05% T kR
A %ﬁar Easter Seal, ;CETA, i % : _ ‘
¥ Sheltered Workshops: = T T()l%' © 11% +1000%*
No Interagency hgreements - 312 *03% . =90%*
if,’- , - . : . s s N .
* Slgnlficant ko the .05 level’ . i s a
#* Tpncrease 1nfinitar statistie cannot be calculated .o
Although these data exhibit positive trends in.the developriest of '
intéragen::y agreements, several problems were ix;aicét’ea by the 1980} 7
study.  Interagency ag:eements ,psssible in suburban and urban discricts
’-—pei -
were found to be less f a.Slblé in remate areas far frr::m certain Eypes
) af agencies and pf«:gramsi In addition, data £rom the Natiénal Com-
]

parative Studj[ strongly indicated that a full range of potential

14

agreements had not been fully explared with entitles such as g.‘eserh-

~vice programs, law -enforcement agencies, am:l private faunda;}ans,
Hény LEA/cooperative personnel expressed reservations about their
grantwriting akills and concerns -about reqiesting assistance from

social agencies and university personnel.

> P

137 *
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The. fnilawinébédditiqnal :ance;ns‘fegaréing inter-district colla-

hcratives were idantifiad in the atudy.

1!

M

Gaal diuplaeement was a gutential in that amphasis

on cost efficiency -Bometimes became the overriding

goal of an administrative structure, and individual

child needs were placed at a lower priority level,

A caﬁgairﬁeemed to.be necessary in maintaining foei (
on the true purposgses of the eaapér%givai-

equate ccnsiﬂeratian had to be given to establishing
‘effactiié ralationships batween the cacge;atlve head- .

- gnarters and ‘each district in regular as well as special

education matters. This- included™ lines of accoumtability
of all personnel hired by the cooperative to work with
some or all districts involved. Problems freguently oc-
curred when -guidelines- for dividing .service time for co-
operative personnel among various duties and districts.
were not clearly formulated. Some cooperatives found it
effagtive to allocate district casts for the cooperative

gtaff on the basis of the amount of timé and service de-

Iivery in that particular district, and other districts
preferred that staff be paid on an equally split basis,
no matter where services weif delivered.

Many cooperative parsonnel were cancargéd wité?the

abilities of shared personnel to cover vast distances
effectivaly, such as extremes of 24,000 square miles
and entire islands. Many speclal education supervis-

'ory staff hired by the cooperatives weré unable to ef-

fect special education staff work with their districta.
They either had no_hiring irput or no control over staff
acticons, as many spgci education persggnel were deemed
to bz accountable to ti® pbuilding principal once the;
enterad hias or her building.

Many staff hired by ccape;atives were concerned that
district personnel were abrogating their responsibi-
lities toward the handicapped by allocating all res-
ponsibility for handicapped students to the coopera-
tive. They felt the need for better education and
commitment of district personnel in understanding
their roles and complying with PL 94-142.

Many rural districts found regional service delivery
threatening to the standard of local autonomy as re-
gionai decision-making frequently took place without
the advice of LEA officials and parents. However,
most ruralldistricts preferred the cooperative level
of removal of local autonomy versus control of the
cooperative.

b
HM
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‘ 10
Perspef;t;,vgs of Natiﬁmal Leadershig Personnel Regardlng ,
. the "State of the Art"” of Interagenc:g Collaboration .

\ ‘ at the National Level

: ) g y
Additional data were gathered by the NRP during 1980-81 to deter-
mine perspectives of national 1leadership personnel regarding the

potential for effective hnational ‘interagency collaboration

',I’hig study included a c:cjmp;fehensive literature review and a t—elég One

survey. soligiting the Qpinlans of representatives af 100- féderal

agencies, nat;t:mal prafess:.anal t:lrganlzatlaﬁs, and praj&s Eunded by

P4

the federal ’gﬁ?érﬁment to coordinate national or regiondl services for

handicapped students using IAC as a majcrfehicle_ .

Rasg@n&énﬁs were pﬁimaril_y assistant secretaries of %gderal
agencies :élatedj to rural education or their designees, Eﬂngx:eésﬁeg ’
execuﬁiﬁe directoss of natjonal professional a;:ga-nizatiéns y and 'dire:%:a

tors of projects funded by the OSE or NIE to erﬂiaj;gc:_ea IAC effortd. The

types of personrel interviewed are depicted in Tai;’_ﬂzé 2 below.
o ¥ :

Questions. on the survey instrument dealt with perceptions of

needs -for IAC, antecedents necessary tEi:u; effective IAC, and potential

rglés‘af those surveyed to :Eacilitate IAC. A force field app roa h was

In addition, the questionnaire assessed expectations of collaborative

efforts among federal agencies and national professional organizations
[ .
to improve rural special education services. The study incorporated

= i

the definition of IAC as “consisting of cooperative efforts between

two or more organizations for the purpose of assessing needs or plan-

ning, implementing, or evaluating services for handicapped students.”



it ; P . o1
) - Each quesj;i@n aire itenl éi;eried partir:igaxits_ fega:df;n%( thedr
'n’aﬁic:;nal;:es@néiﬁ:@lities and ‘thei: perspectives with- regard|to re-
% gional or local IAC implementation. Respondents were ?nccuf,gea to
.give as 'mangrrésgéﬂsﬁg?s as reflected their v:ie'\:is ;m a given qu tion.
B , L ) . 4
: ﬁesgjnsesgﬁvié:e sorted, catalogued, and tabulated. . All ‘percentages
c_fu:ixtéd reflect the percentage? of the’total ;@pu,latmﬁ of 100 respond-
2 i . ;
= /
ents. stating a partigular ar/ea of opinion. ~.
P TABLE 2 : .
L -
' Lot
1 ’pls of Personnel Interviewed in the
— Interagency Collaboration Study
, * National Prafass;anal D:gamiaticns ¥ 17 R
I Regional Resource Centers ~ ™ Lo 12
" Federal Regulatory Agencies g ‘ 11
Nationdl DSE.!Eunded Projects Ragarding . A
. IAC Enhapgement . ] 11
National Rural Organizations ' : 10
Regiopal Education Laboratories ’ o .
(NIE-fundad) ) ' . 9
] ni\féj;gjgty Rural Centers and ﬁrajects . IR : {
I Statewide "Rural® Centers - . , o7 T
S Congressmen & foit;éf bf Congressional : '
\ - Rural Caucus. ) 4
!  Private Corporations’ - - ° . ‘. 5°
' Natitmal Centersd fc:r Migrants 4
. : : . . Total 100
' s 227 .
Results of the study" clearly indicated that effective“IAC at the
national level was .viEﬁEﬂ not only as feasible but as essential for
s facilitating full service delivery for handicapped students. '
As indicated in Table 3 below, particlpants felt strang ne e s for
role arifiizatj,an among all inmlved agencies so, that ‘the u:‘gan iza-
tion they represented could imst effectively engage in IAC efforts.
Respondents, also felt a need for a systematic internal -plan to be
i :
%) ' T, , A 6
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coordinated with other agencies relating “to their crgam;at-mnsi

3 . ) ) . ) )
Although these two needs were seen as more c;itical for piarticigggnt
agéhéies to tallab::sfate with chéz national 1level organizations (4%%

and 31% respect;?ely}, they were alsa v;eweﬂ as important (33% and

24%) J to facilitate . cbllaboration. of 'Pafticiéant agencies with
.regional/local agencies. . _ . N
Items, not ;{ecified ag internally Pf;ablematici were at least as
gﬁlficant as those méntlcmed. Earticuiarly in \?jiew‘of an era of

detreasing budgets for most g:gam.zaticns, ‘it was g:atﬁying to note

that increased monetary resources were spat-f:equently mentioned as
-essential for cooperative efforts with other -agéanéies to be initiated

! - e ’.' . i} . B . = e "E, = -
or enhanced. Neither were Patentiallg‘arduaus or i.mpz:ssible changes

] =

deemed essential such as recanstituticna of pal;t;cal or g;gaﬁm.za-r
: - /i
tional structures. Instead, Etatamentg inalcated, strong m@t.ivatlm}s

ey
& B -

v 2
for IAC. o . . .
ES . 5 &

‘The next major items :egarted by the target p::pu j 'Z/r;n ware ante-

=

cedents necessary for mi;;iating IAC’at +he national or reglaﬂalflccal

" levels. Contrary to resu,lts of many surveys of feﬁeral agency and
. , C :

national professional argén;gatlnn pe:smmel regarding. initiatidn of

s

new emphases, few fesgzm:lem;s felt fﬂﬁnals 1egisl:a'3iian é: mandates were
necessary. ;ﬁéré was an F‘éverficiiﬂg perspective that insurmountable
~political cc::nst.:a’ints_ were ,néﬁ present, although clear gc:vernmént
leadership wés not. evident. Almost double (58%:32%) ‘the number of
respondents felt that ‘?Eu;_ff“ issues must be resglved at national
levels than at regional/local flgvelé béfa:é IAC would be sucééssful_
Comments included prcblems caused by arg?n;zatltmal\]ealausles, Eﬁé&-
tition fc:r scarce ‘resources and spheres- of expertise, alnd arguments

w5

over responsibilities of service delivery. P

- ‘ i

E}

|+
i

j-n
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: ! What Needs Must be Met for Your Organization to Effectively
Collaborate with Other Agencies?* o

. e

, . ) i A
At the National Level? - / -+ At the Regional or Local Level?

' "Clarify each agency's role ; Clarify each agency's :é:lé
’ . for working with others . 43% . for working with’ others  33%
L . = : . .

Develop. implementation plan — p ~ Develop implementation plan
for coofdinating IAC efforts  31% - for coordinating IAC
_ » - ; efforts _ ’ 24%
’ . . Understagd significance
' Increase knowledge of effective a .+ of IAC - 108 -
' service delivery programs 13% ' - :

. ' B No needs - .05%
* Pass legislative mandates . , 06% o

’ ‘ IAC will never work 0k .
No needs , C ' : 08% ;
B . ‘ - ; Pass legislative mandates 01%"
' IAC will never work . 05% . .
; Maintain autonamy 01%

Increase knowledge of
effectiveness of other :
programs _ 01l%
o / ' -
R . : - [ 7 e )
/ * Percentages reflect the total percentage of respondents (N = 100)
stating a specific opinion. .

* Anecdotes emphasized concérns that such ambiguity at the national

. Ilével F?aﬁsed inc?i\sistengies .and service delivery 1lags \ati ,the :
- :égipna?lf ;m;al leve;gaa 1‘1 fact, role Elarificatian was felt neces;%

aafj_ by ag’lmcs;l;c;;né—third (;.3(3%) of participants for effective ﬂatic:néi
_j IAC '>aﬂd .Ql’le’”;f-i.fth (20%) Qf‘ﬁ'alli participants ff;f successful IAC at

regional/ local 1levels. Yet a systematic plan was viewed as more
| = . ) =

L

icial - for regional/local leyel IAC (27%) .than national IAC (20%) .

/

10st one-third (28%) of i:'l;e fespéndants expressed a feeling that a L wd

central leader with appropriate ﬁé}itical"suppgrt would best facili-

o ;' “o
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tate national I%?_ ‘Only 8% of all-resEandants felt this was necessary

at the regional/local level.

q

14

5

1

'

Table 4 below illustrates the comparisons of perspectives regard-

ing antecedents, necessary for

level IAC.

%

successful nationdl .and regional/local

TABLE 4

What Antecedents are Necessary to Initiate
. True Interagency Collaboration?*

At _the National Level?

Overcome "turf”™ problems

=

‘Clarify roles for working with

other agencies s

Identify/elect leader with
pelitical support '

Develop®IAC implementation plan
Pass legislative mandates

Create federal understanding of
local problems & needs

Increase mongtary resources

Reduce role/ of federal
-government

13%

09%

07%

At the Regional or Local Level?

‘Oyvercome "turf” problems

Develop IAC implementation plan
Clarify roles for working with
other agencies v

‘Educate public . S

Reduce role of federal govern-
. ment ¢ '
Increase monetary resources
Identify/elect leader with

Pass legislative mandates

Change entire social structure

of U.S5. h

%

* Parcentages reflect the total percentage of fe§ggndent5 (N = 100)

stating a specific opinion.

¥

"y

03%

| 08B%

02%

Ols,
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When queried concerning' potential roles of their organizations in
facilitating IAC, responderits indicated a variety of .options. Parti-
cipants in the survey were enthusiastic about cooperating with each

other, increasing their “awareness of existent. information bases among

various agencies, and enhancing interagency communication.

=

A preponderance of respondents (58%) believed their K roles at the

nationdl tevel were primarily to serve as retworks--linking identified

4 i ¥

‘Jneeds with available resources and increasing awareness of- options.

Secondary roles participants described’ for the aqéncies they repre-

sented were to provide technical assistance and introduce legislation

regarding IAC. -

" .
e :

. Resporidents described 'a more direct service orientation when

identifying%thait éﬂtential roles at regiénalfiacal ie:?lég Almost -
il ! one-fourth (23%) of the survey participants believed theirrageééies
should stimulate regional and local ngtwftkg and ﬁeéﬁniégl assistance.
o ° Almost one-fifth (19%)!felt that their aqé;gieé sgéuld initiate com-
L ﬁuniﬁatian among rggianalf local service deliv%:ygagegéieg! As iﬂai*

cated in Table 5 below, very littlé_empﬁasis was placed on serving as

- IAC models (congrient with later comments that guchfmadels were need=

'ed); and no participa

nts mentioned a predilection towards regulatory

.roles or creation of formal organizational structures.

3 i 5 2 ’ ! = ® —. ¥ x N 5
Respondents were next asked to descxribe problem:- in initiating

' IAC at the national level-and at regional or local levels. Problems
of "turf" or raspansibilitf aﬁd‘delineéteﬂ spheres aﬁg%xpe:tise QE%E
felt to . predominate at the natisﬁai (44%) and régianal/lqcal (50%)
/ - levels. These findings were consistent with earlier pafticipaqt fééi;ﬁﬁf

ings that turf issues would have to be resolved before true IAC coulds

o2
o
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be initlatedbat both Tévels. “This év_a’tall perspective "also “lends even

B
3

more credencd to,. the OSE contention in the'Second Annual Report to
, y o L ? -

N 3 .- ; .

© Cong ;gss (1981) that asmajc:r;.gzgjblﬁem‘ in service delivery is related to

=

e D e L
difficulties in determining lines of responsibility.

- L N TABLE 5 jf
. . - - ‘ o
=- - What Should. Yaur Agency's Role Be in Fac;l;tat;ng
Interagenéy Callab@:_iti@n?* = L

f . .
= =

At the National I}evel? T » At the Regional or Local Level?

# : =
= - 9

erve as networking agency: 58% Serve as Enetwﬁrkirng?.,agéncg

%]
K
L

=
I
o

5 - . 1! . - .
Introduce legislation re: IAC . 15% Provide ‘technical §ssist§nc:e -
= .oA i -t p
Provide technical assistance to ‘ ‘
other agencies 14% local service delivery
' ’ .“agencies- : , 19%

I

P s SRR .
tiate communication among

Don't know' : 05% ,
N Provide writte@aementatian !
Have no role at national level 03% of IAC - - . 02%

1 f B s

Serve as model of IAC : "07% Serve as IAC model  0l%

Reduce e;égegdiﬁn;\és ' - OI's  Nothing . * ' . 02%
. A = . ] - - '

LG}
I~
[=' R

* Percentages reflect the total percentage i:f respondents (N
stating a specific¢’ apinlcn. ¢ , , -

5 ¥

| o Ry ; i . o

- a

Resaurce canst;alnts (1m::1ud:l.ng mx:mey) were the secand highkst

*problem designatea by intervieweeg at the national and regional/local

levels (22% and 33% respectively). Lack of communication between

-~ local and federal . agencies was désignited as a gignificant concern at

' regional/local levels (22%). . \

o : : ‘ - o ] . 3+
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Although not mentioned as frequently (15% and 13% respectively),

- ‘a‘cém:efn desgribed regarding national” or regional/local- levels was
g i J

the specific e rson initiating the IAC emphasis. Related factors

mentioned were P«izliﬁis:al constraints (l4% and 10% respectively) and

lack of internal support 4in various national agencies (11%)‘L Other

comments indicated a desire for "best practices” models.

It was significant that initiation of IAC was not viewed ag a
# £ -

) .ha_:avy’, paperwork=oriented’ :esp«:nsibility or as extreﬁely time consum-

ing. There was surprisirilgly little rﬁergtiéﬂ of problems convening

~agency fépresen-tatifes because aafé the number\af agencies invl:lved? or

\ﬁue .tt.j Yeographic barriers. Table 6 below illustrates this positive

view of IAC as a éanr:egat even when acknowledging problems in initiat-

_ ing cooperative ﬂé.-ffft;:fts EEtWégn agencie7s. L—éss thari 5% of all re-

spondents rélat;ed thai; IAC was viewed %éqatively, ‘or was ine‘flfectiv’e

or impéssibleg Although problems in initiating IAC wésré reported,

the vast majority of part?éiggants stated that many national, regicnal,

é and local resaﬁrces:hfar kcé;llabarﬂatién; existed. Table 7‘be,,low> identi-
fies these resources.

. The;abilisﬁystt; pool existing ' resources for a combhon cause was

seen as the best resource currently available at national, regional
s g ’
and local levels (34% and 25% respéectively). The present state of the

economy was also viewed as far;ilitative of collaborative efforts ’ét
all Blevel's. The national trend toward removing legal cﬂnstra“iﬁts ar_ui
:exglicitly tying some types of federal and state funds to mandated IAC
pfqgéciur’e,s was mentioned by 19% of the zes,p@nﬂé’}zts as facilitative.

Existent vehiclesz for networking such as data banks and newsletters

were listed as resources by 17% of all,respondents.

Q ’ ’ : :
N 3
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TABLE 6

Vg
Déscfibev?tébléms in Initiating Interaqency Collaboration*
\ B = - - .
¥ , ,, S
At the Nat&ég;; EEVélfxw ' At the Regional or Local Level
i j - T o

[as

y - - ¥

’ "pyurfdom” . . . ' e ‘ 44% "Turfdom" ' 50%
Budgetary constraints 22% Lack of resources to imple- -~ - ..
L . ment IAC at local levels " 33%
specific individual initiating - A R v
. “IAC S . 15%  Lack of communication between
.o - loecal & federal agencies 22%
\ Political constraints 14% . ' .
- - . Specific individual initiat-. .
Lack of internal support in ‘ ing IAC : 13%
.each agency ;o 11% o ,
1 , Political constraints , 10%
Time cgnsuggtign' . 7 08% _ ‘ 7
~ A Lack of internal communication . )
in agencies - 13%

-

Lack' of communication among
agencies N _ 07% \ .
S Impossible task , 04%
Lack of communication from o
federal & other levels 07% No problems i 03% ’ :
Inadequate definition of agency ' Difficulty convening agéncies 02%
responsibilities for IAC ) D??ﬁ ] -

pifficulties convening agencies 03%

i ‘Needs not met by IAC .- 03%

*

IAC is a negative term 02%

Eaperwafk 01%

i

* Percentages reflect the total percentage of respondents (N = 100)
stating a specific opinion.

T

%

Q . o ) i
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“ - . %

Only 19% éﬁ all participants felt that models of best practices -

were available fcr the national level, and only 11% of the interv¥ew-

)

ees felt they were available for the regional and local levels. Less

- N 13

than 2% of all respondents felt a lack of any IAC regources at any

level. _ J ' '

Describe Resources oOF Facilitaﬁing Factors in
-Initiating Interagency Collaboration* . ‘ ¢
M. o .
At the National Level At _the Regional or Local Level

Pooling resources to work Pooling resources to work toward a
toward a common cause 34 common cause = . 25%
B = L. s
Legal supports : 19% - lLocal awareness of community ' B
‘ resources availablé 15%
State of the national economy 18% ’ -
- : : - Models of best practices available’ 11%
Existent vehicles for networking 17%
’ State of the national economy 09%
Individual interest in IAC 15%
) Leadership in IAC . 13%
Models of Best Practices 09% , ' ’
Local government lraaership " 05%
Grassroots® involvement 03% ’ ) ‘ xﬁ
' ‘ No resources D2%
= Common sense 0l1% , ‘

Cannot identify rssources 01s |

b
* percentages reflect the total percentage of resé%ndents (N = 100)
stating a specific opinion. '
The last gquestion asked of those surveyed was rather hypéthetical

T in nature. Participants were asked what outcomes for enhancement of:

L

rural special -eduacation services would they expect . at national, re- .
- N L,

gional, and local levels if they met with the other 99 intérviewees as

representatives of federal and national organizations. There. were

 yl}
[T
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many sm;larltlés in theiL:esg:nses -¥e ;rdlng the’ naﬁlcnal régional,

résg:nsi};_i ities, enhance Q«E\ﬁise dél}veryt,
. SN ) i ;

One-fifth (ZG%F ‘Qf ;11;353 surveyed felt that formal working agree- i

. ments. regazdlng iAC fﬁguld be estahl;shed and one-fifth (EGi)Mfelt
that cgllabarat;an muld create an mpraved ﬁatlgnal far:us on rural
issues. ‘ ; ; -

Consistent with information reported earliért that changes in
a:ganigaticn;; and legislated structures were not priorities c:f this )
p:éstigi@us group, only 9% axpecztéd cﬂ";anges in administrative struc- g y
tures to be outcomes of a national IAC meeting. A number of gartir:ia |
pants (13%) were ﬂ::ut;atful of potential outcomes giveﬁ tne current

political climate. (The study was conducted immediately after the
1980 U.s. presidential election. Many persons interviewed expected
Y R -

A ) - .
gignificant changes in their agencies as the new administration was

installed in the executive hranch.)

were they to engage " in collaborative efforts with the -a@gies oF

other, respondents.

¥
<
e
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TABLE 8

.+ If a Group of Federal Agencies arnd Professionals Convened to
Callab@:ata to Enhance Ryral Special Education QEfVLbEg,
' - What Outcomes Would Yéu Eapect?*

J,-x*

= —~

At the Wational Level . ’ At the Regional or Local Level
] - ) - - - .

" Mo outcomes expected in current

- Percentages reflect the tctal pergentage of rasggndents (N

Establish communi:ation . . Improve service delivery
linkages 27% - + at ¥cal level .

" Improve changes in service Establish communication .
aellvery © 25% linkages ‘

Establish formal- warking Imglement funding changes to
agreement for IAC 20% impact local districts
' : : - agencies
Img:aved national facug on 20%
rural issues ' 20% Create awareness of local.
rural issues

political climate ' : 10%- Disseminate best practices
Legislativa éhanggé o 10%° No outcomes expected in current
' : C. political climate
Changes in administrative
structure . 09%

T

i

Increase cost effectiveness ]
of services : 06%

Attitude changes ] 04%

100)

stat;ng a speriflc opinion
In summary, IAC was vlewei positively and as increasingly essen-
tial. Resources for éffggtiveacallahgratian at all levels were identi-

fied. Yet survey Eaftieiéants identified significant problems such as

. turf protection and interagency role clarification that will be diffi-.

cult to overcome. Participants felt the need for 'internaliiagenéy

the national level. A significant number of regpﬂnéents felt a need

. . _ P
for effective “best practice models" for -IAC.

26

15%

10%

04%

02%

plans as well as a systematic national plan and central lezadership at



Placing Ea,ft After tha Harsg

r IAC effarﬁs ware based on camman EEHSE, and IAC‘ was

':f,s_,v' Wa.th tt:sday s

a: ex]génd;tu;as and handicagped stu@nts, garents,' and admir_

-cac::y graups demaﬂding quality servic:es, tha:e is a tzend for feaeztal‘

Ath'g farmat,ian or. maintenance ui callal:@ratlve arrangemgnts amr:mg'

pragfams fglated tt: spet:ial educatian.

-

A nger affering pe;;spactlves on :.nterafganizatianal relatlcme
ships submitted by Lynn Eaker ta "the NIE in 1936 sumnafizgd thear:.es_

af interargmiisatianal :allabar:ati.an._' He: summary Ecncluﬂed that’

&

: aitﬁcugh‘degislcn nake:ﬁ may viéw Im: arrangements ‘as cvppartun:.t;es‘ to
im;réase tha;_r eff:.c:iency and ability t:i achle\re argan;zatinnal gaals,

- mach c)f the{ currem; literature .on cgllabaraticn is baged on unreal-

o F

" istic as’sumgﬁighs“éf ratianalistic;: gﬁa’lsa;;entei :;rgan;gatmns seek-

A3 .

ing to#maximize their 'uéi;;tiés thjéug‘h cg@pératign_ . _ N

~ Baker elavorated on this reasoning by, fepa;\ting' ‘that external

' mandates frequently resulted in organizational conflict over program.
emphases, ' ;artieularly* when ::rganisati@nal members . felt driwen into

areas whefe_ théy lat:keé resources or- a:pértlse (Baik,éf,— 1§SD)_ The

P

implication pf external PL 94-142 mandates and the typical lac:}v; of

', : special education resaurces .in fural LEAs are ocbvious. - H\:l»nar and

» : ) : .

:RQQEES (1979) haﬂ noted that strut:tural ;ncans;stencles in federal

mandates »téi’_l_ded'f"tﬂ “exar;ieﬂzaté c:r:nfliétg at the apgratiénal. level”
such as those regarding allocation of regpt:’hsibilitieség;

#

pc:litical maﬂ mgludingiegislatures damgndlng EV.,;LdEﬂGE gf the Effec-' BT

and state funéing tu ba @icitly tied tcx ar heavily biased tc:ward.



!The NRE‘ smdies regarted abgve illustraj;ed this prablem.: "For

-

example,: neeas far imgravea IAG 1aentified in. the lQBD-El study of

.at the‘rufal lm;'al schaal level (e.g., imzcmgrultles 'bétween Titlé I' '

o 'la.nd;PL 54-142 regalaticms). L .
-Eerrm flEﬁS) pastulated ‘that (l) canillct is more 111:ely to

m:c:ur in mg:fe t:'mplex, interdependant, and :mteractive relatianshigs,,

an&a(Z) c:anflict is ﬁav;.table béx:ause ent;tles cantinuausly nggatlate

: tﬁ iﬂEEEaSE their r;wn digcretian and cqntral over thelr mm aplnians.',

If these pzemises a:e tgue . educat;anal callaburat.lves and other

interagency relatj.anshigs are certainly vulnérable. L ,

t:u:m System (TADS) discavered via a ﬂatianal study of early c:hildhaati .

, handlcappad edm:aturs that wh:..].a IAC was . iigwad , as  the gréatést

strengths (:E thege servixze pzaviders, it. was aisé m:téd to be one of

N “the greatest stregs praducers (Blat:l:, et al., 1980),

As reported above, partic:.pants in the NRP su:vey of national
fede:r:al agengy and :Ec:féssianal Qrganizatian perscmnal nated lm:k‘; of
validated‘ mé,elg ' for IAE. Althcugh this regj_:andent papulatian felt
the gee'ﬂ 5@:_ such mdels, gn.*_NIE—fuﬂded Faf West ,'L,abc:rai;my astudy

*hest not to endorse "best® or va'lid%ted models

y indicated’ that i %
when a’ttémptzs’ are made to pr'ﬁvide-gplpqrti;nities to share iﬁsights and
enhance . callaho:ki\ra netﬁnrking. As- this is’ thca= e:;p:ass pu;ﬁéése of

| many IAC efforts, these Eind;ngs ar&pafticulary :Elevant.
- IAC models th%hava béan published typlcally featu:e "consensus"
as one QE the first essential steps. Baker ;dentified nume rous

Lsauree‘s in IAC literature -lndi:ating that censensual;,l;; in su:h‘

®




_M¢Laugh1j.n andf christensen {198(3) ’atteri\;;téd ta validate ‘one

;' ‘. .

o mcn si:eps v;t;uld m::t be speclfied nor cculd t,héir c:der be val;dated-i
E.at:her, acti:m Et.eps were inseparably intertwined and e&x:h- was com-

| r-pleteﬂ Bevaral t:lms. Persons iﬂtar\riewed during the si;udy indlcat:ed, .
Jnmrever, that  all of - the staps autlined tg them were important and
that thé ”‘tquerstﬁién c:f dev‘elggmantal EEEEE shauid nai; he ﬂlsmissed

withcut fegans;dgfatian af barriers ta,develgpmenti' Co- o ':V;

_ H::Laughlin and ;uristensen (1980) fu:ther stgﬁeé that many. of the‘

canditinns they identified suggestgd that even thaugh the gteps may

: have I:aen aecnmplighaé they may not hava been dt::; 50 effactively.

) ok

: Alt:hgugh- their stuﬂy_.did not emarge with the ;ex’pagted ,,impq;tanee cfi
;iae order or the sﬁeps outlined ,b;’};;ﬁg‘- RRC, M;Laughlin and Christensen
did observe some logical seéuenci:{é in the exemplary programs in which
théy-éanducted site visits. For exanmple, the ﬁevelx:pﬁen_t vaft ax:'x infor-
mation base a:sn‘-gligm; needs and service availabi_lit:y, ngtﬁ?al’ly precede
the design of a fespznae plan. | Théy; ﬁzcmgluaéd that careful cansiaEfe
ation of tha process set fa;'th in the mﬂél {established by the 1979
ilegiqné; Rgsadr;g Center Task' Force on IAC) could lead to g:g:ﬂuctiv_e‘

pla,nniﬁgi | ) P q

o

“Callgbératiqn" clearly is not necessarily a direct route t

‘efficiency and effectiveness, and foolproof best practices models of




1

* : ,':_?f;;é—;—are not eavailabléi ' Wh:.le the tza::t mst l:ré p;aced hehind th%

'h@fse, IAC is an gssenti ,1 vehicle at faderal as wgll as :eqicmal ana

al . 13?315. Amhiguit;es -at the ﬁat;gnal level are &lrectly linked

[ S

e wj.th im:ansistem:ies and senuce dalive::y lags at the ;eg;aﬁal “and -

1o cal 1evels.= ; Addiﬁiﬂnally, t,here have : baen ccnsiient flndlngs

u

between national and 1(31:&1 s,tud;es af rural IAC Erc:blems, such as'’
T

Many unanswa:ea questians remain régafding efféc:tfv"e g@\re:nance,.

; service delivery, and mpact af IAC and the imgact on serv;ce dellve:y

Et\JIES.._ Iat, La realistic lagk at lntére

af varying arganisatmnal s;t.zu

L s a

'gies éf; reé ognizin g and negatiating with env;ramnental change, con-

Elict,, control, and caaperatian is e sential—sa that we may be: a,bl_e to' !

éffgctivaly ca:af-i;nat,e servises f(:r special needs papulatit:nsi This

resources and cu;r,ently fgc:ed wit,h sclining budgets‘

5
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